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ABSTRACT 



• • L - ,•■ ' 

A stady investigated the dimensions of gratifications 
sought. (GS)' and gratifications obtained (GO) frortv two competing 
network, television prpgrams--ABC •s "Good Morning America" and NBC's 
"Today"--in terms of (1) the .differences between the dimensional 
structure of GS and GO for^the. viewers of each separate program and^ t 
(21. the betwee.n-ptogram di^erences in GS-GO patterns. Telephone 
interviews wer4 fconducte'd with 371 individuals in "an urban area* To „ 
qualify as a respondent, the individual phoned had to watc^h at least 
one of the two programs at least twf ce a week, $he subjects were 
asked a series of questions designed to measure GS and GO f as we.ll as 
questions concerning their perceptions of • the regular personalities 
•Oii each* program, the "format o5 the program," and the overall quality 
of -the program^ news coverage. Demographic information was .also 
elicited. In general, the dimensions ~of GS and GO for viewers .of both 
proarjams were similar.* Ho weVer, differences occurred for tfoth sets-of 
yiew^rs when GS structure was .compared to GO structure within 
programs. The findings suggest that GS and GO arte both conceptually 
and empirically, distinct and that this* distinction can advance the • 
understanding of. mass communication processes* (FL) 
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INTRODUCTION 



Ih recent study, Palmgreei 



and Rayburn (17, p. 155) note that, 



"Accessary conditio^ for scientific progress in any discipline seems 

. . • \ . • . 1 ^ * - 

to be the subjection of any theory or model, nq. matter how popular . 

■ • • ' ■» • * ' 

initially, to a period of^spigorous criticism of its theoretical assumptions 
and' predictive validity . Through this process th£ theory either undergoes 
revision or is ultimately supplanted by a new model or theory." Such has 
been the case with the uses and gratifications approach to the study of 
mass communications. 

Earlier studies of the uses and gratifications -phenomenon *f Reused *on 
the various cfimenaiolte of gratifications. Lasswell (10) conceptualized 
the functions as surveillahce, correlation, and social transmission, to 
which Wright (24) contributed entertainment and the notion of dyslEunctionfc. 
Subsequent studies have provided different conceptualizations, most of 
which are traceable to those of Lasswell afid Wright*. Some studies [Katz 
and Foulkes; (7); Nordenstreng (16); Rosengreri and Win'dahl (20)*^ Stephenson 
(21) ] have focused on one or another of. these gratifications,. Other studies 
.have presented different-categorical schemes for. the classification of 
gratifications . [Blumlter ^JtoSwx , and McQuail (3)j Katz,, t Gurevitch> and 
Hass (9) /^Greenberg (6>; Palmgreen, Wenner, and Rayburn (19) ] . Still 
other studies have addressed communication ayc>idance,s which stem from 
Wright's dysfunctions [Becker (1)/ Blunder and McQuail (2); McLeod^and , 



Becker (15); Levy (11)]. 

While enjoying this popularity, the approach has not^been without 

its critics. Capey and Kreiling "(4) and Elliot (5) have condemned it 

• f * ' *' . • 

as suffering from the problems of "functionalism. Elliot (5), Weiss (25) , 
and Swan^on (22) have called it atheoretical , and Swanson (22) "has noted 
certain important conceptual problems, fh central criticism, however, has 
" been "the problem of distinguishing between gratifications- sought by the 
audience member and corresponding gratifications perceiyed to be obtained. 
Katz'i Blunder, and Gurevitch (8,p^25) nated that, "In principle, a 

' *s. 

distinction . may be drawn between a) expectations about content formed in 

■ ../... 

... . .--//■-. 

advance of exposure and b) satisfaction subsequently secured from 

consultation of it. In practice, however/ research 'workers have indiscri^n-v 

ately approached these phenomena if ronf both ends." Greenberg (6; p. 89) 

has also distinguished^ tween gratifications sought and gratifications 

received. He argues that, ".one cannot distinguish whether the, response 

^9^tained from the viewer of .the medium, or a fan of some specific content, 
is an accurate statement of what he wanted, or what he. thinks he got... =■ 

* no approach has so far dealt with the parallelism or discrepancy between . 
whatfwas sought and wha^t was obtained." Lometti', et al., (12, p. 337)* also 
note that "the exact relationship between gratifications sought and actual 
gratifications hac not been investigated. • Do they become equivalent 
thrpugh some t$ial-and-error learning process, where , over j time ond* knows 
what to expect from a giveh channel and subsequently receives it?" 

Certain recent studies have sought to address these criticisms. 
McLeod,, Bybee, Durall, and Siemke (14) and McLeod, Bybee, and Durall (13) 
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have incorporated the sought vs. obtained conceptualization; in the study 

of political communication and as a criterion for mass media evaluation. . 

Palmgreen and Rayburn (17) have used the discrepancy betwisen sought and 

obtained gratifications to discriminate between viewers and noix-viewers 

of public television. Palmgreen; Wenner, arid Rayburn (18) have used a 

discrepancy model based on gratifications obtained to discriminate, 'among 

viewers of network evening news programs. Palmgreen, ' Weimar, and Raynurn . 
. * * ** ■ . • » 

•" (19) have alpo explored tfife relationships between "gratifications sfought - 
> - ' * • \ 

and gratifications obtained by differentiating between the dimensions pf . 
reported gratifications sought in viewing TV news, and gratifications.- 

pbtained from a respondent's favorite netwqrk news program and competing 

\ m ... \ ' * >Sb 

news programs. In this. study it was . found that the dimensions of 

gratifications sought (GS) arid obtained (GO^ from television -news, while 

similar, neve^theless s differed in iinportant ways. While interpersonal 

utility and surveillance items loaded, together :ori a single GS factor, 

interpersonal utility and 'surveillance emerged, as sejp^ratq GO dimensions.^ : . 

On the other hand, entertainment and parasocial interaction were separate 

*"■ . " * • ■ * 

dimensions of gratification -seeking, but merged into a single gratification 

' ' /* ■ ■ * . ^ • 

obtained dimension. Palmgreen, et al, /p ascribed these dimensional differences^ 

to sociopsychological mechanisms, governing the seeking of TV news gratifica- ■ 

tions, and structural characteristics of television .news programs which • 

influence the perception . t pf ^^ratifications obtained. 

.While noting the inte^al consistency of their findings with 

.. • v . • 

regard to television network news, Palmgreen, et al., (19, pp. v 187-188) 
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-4-^orrectly stress that: ■ - 

The dimensional differences between gratification^ t 
sought and obtained fountain this study should be an area 
• • for .further investigation aii3 -replication. Such studies 

are needed in order to understand'* the frequency with which ? 
and' under, what conditions stich differences emerge. Are there 
certain types of programs , audiences , content , and media which 
■* % - promote such differences? What are t£ie characteristics of suqh 1 
programs, etc., whi^h axe \respondible ■ for differing patterns of 
-.gratifications sought and obtained? - « 

" • v ■ .»-»■■ • « . „ 

. s ^ / ' The Present Study 

The findings of the ahpve study arid the questions raised by these 

findings provided the impetus for examining the relationships between 
t J? : % .- r ■ 

gratifications sought and obtained f<5r Viewers' of the two dominant . 1 . 

"morning news shows, ABC's Good Morning America arid the NSC, Today show. 

These programs afforded an opportunity to replicate the* Palmgreen, et al., 

* . * • ■ 

* approach using a related but slightly different content ^genre ("hard" news 
* vs. hews and entertainment format) . AsAras the case with f television" news, . 

Good 'Morning America and > Today afforded a direct comparison 'between . ^ 

programs that of fer the sime type of content iji competing tlm6 slots. 

Specifically, we were interested in examining the ^dimensions of 
gratifications sought and obtained from morning news/en tertaixiflfent- programs 
by viewers of Good Morning- America and Today. We were particularly xnterested 
in any differences whi^h might emerge between the dimensional structures of - / 
gratifications sought and* obtained fgr th^ viewers of each 'separate -p^ograft. ' z 

. We also were inters ted in any between-program differences in gratification 

■' ^fjj »A. ■;■ j ^ . . " . ' * ' • ^ ■ 

patterns Which might, exist. ■ " ■ , % ^ ' / " 
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* - . ' ' < METHODOLOGY 

Telephone interviews were obtained in December, 1980, from 374 

•individuals in L^Lngton, Ky. Respondents 1 telephone numbers were 

selected through systematic random sampling from the telephone director/. 

To qualify as a respondent, the individual had to watch at least one / 

program (either Today or Good Morning America) at least twice per week. i; 

; •«" Measurement • • ■ , . v 

Uses and Gratificatio ns, 'Fourteen* items from the* Palmgreen, et al.,. 
./ \ • • • 1. 

(19) study plus four other items we _-e use ^to examine gratifications. 

The fourteen "television news" items were judged tc be appropriate because 

'i 

of \he strong television news, component of the moiming programs, and because - 

'V i 

several of these items were sufficiently general t;o apply to almost any 

television program.. Four additional items were included to relate to 

specific content features of- both programs: I wat-h .(1) to. get information 

on consumer affairs, (2) to get* information about current movies, (3) to get 

weather information* and (-4). because I .like the interviews with public 

officials, movie stars end other celebrities. All items appear in Table 1 

and are listed J>y hypothesized^ dimensions. These dimensions, were largely 

confirmed in the^Palmgreen, et; al., study. Of the four items-added for this 

study, one ("information on consumer .affairs") ,was hypothesized to ,16 ad with 

' : •. ,. :.• 'h 

the political surveillance items, while the remaining three %enerally seemed 

to reflect non-fpolitical . surveillance « of the environment. k The "like to see 

.interviews" item might also be indicative 'St a need for parasocial interaction 



The questions' were asked in the following manner: 

We are injsbrfested in why people watch the rooming news/ 
entertaijimentflshows like the ■ Today show and G ood Morning America 
Here are some, reasons other people have given. As I read each • 
reason, please tell me Jiow much that reason applies to* you.; 
If the reason very definitely applies, ^S-ve it a "5; ;Lf it does . 
I \^not apply^at all, give it a 1; if it applies somewhere in be'tweeju 
give it a 2,3', or 4* depending on- howmuch it applies. 

Jfhe respondent: was. then read the list of 18 GS items, randomly ordered. * 

Gra-^ifications ^obtained* were measured immediately after the battery 

o^ gratifications %ought items. L Respondents were instructed: < 

» * • ■ « 

Now we'd like to know to what extent "the network morning 
programs providfe you with some of the things we have just been, 
♦ talking about, vhen jjpu get a chance to watch thert. . .First, I \ 
want 'ou to tell, nie how much that statement applies to the morning 
program you ordinarily watch the most. -Then I want you to tell 
ma how mudh you think that statement would apply to the other 
morning progra^ if you had time 'to watch it more often. 

The respondent then replied to the same 18 items (slightly reworded) used 

to measure GS. , For example, a Good Morning America viewer was read the 

statement, "Good' Morning America helps me keep up with" issues, and events." 

Then he/she was readV "The Today show would helj? ma. keep up with issues t 

and" events. M If respondents -voiced difficulty in responding t/ questions 
concerning the other program they -were told, "Just give me an estimate 



based on what you think you know about the program." -If a respondent still 

1 i . ' ' ' 2 3 

could not answer; fee/ she was asked only about the favorite program. 

* ^ * • Ji * 

Other.)' Measure s . IJata were also gathered concerning perceptions of * 

• f , * • r • \ 

the regular personalities on each show, the styl$ or forjuat of each show, 

• * o v • 

* . X ■ . % ' 

and the overall quality of each program' s^ws coverage. Certain demographi 

c\ . . - ■ :, i." 

information was also collected. ■ e 
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^ RESULTS ] . 

^ Four separate factor analyses were conducted in order to exaxjfi.ne the 
dimensions of gratifications sought by the viewers of each |>.rogram, and 

• o '■ " * * 

the dimensions of gratifications obtained by each set of viewers. In each 



analysis, three factors were^ retained. 4 The percentage of^tot^U. variance 

accounted fpr^was as follows: GS for Good Morning America, viewers - 51.1; 

- • • * ■■ 

GS for -Today viewers -S2.3; % GO for Good Maming America viewers -60.7; 

\ 

and GO for Today viewers - 58.3* Ta^le 2 displays the factor loadings C; ' 
for 'gratifications sought by both ABC and/ NBC viewers. Table 3 displays 
the factor loadings for gratifications obtained by both ABC and NBC viewers. 

GS f or^Good Morning America Viewers . * The factor structure for 

- * *t 
* 'f 

gratifications sought by ABC Viewers indicated three separate dimensions 

' * ■ . 

of seeing behavior. 0 r j • 

.The first factor may be characterized as drama/interpersonal utility. 
Two of the three entertainment-dramaLU terns haje high loadings on ^his 
factor, as do all foux interpersonal utility items. The factor structure 
suggests seeking of information which fs dramatic and exciting and which 
can be passed on to others. Information on movies may fit these criteria 

- .r* ' \ v • , • > ■ 

for most viewers, and this^may explain why the movie item also loaded on 
this factor. . > v • • ' 

The second factor clearly involves political surveillance, with all 
six items from thah- hypothesized dimension displaying strong loadings. 
In an unforeseen development , the ^weather inforn^tion" item also had its 
strongest loading on this^ factor. 



The .third, factor indicates a seeking of cpnterit and/or structural , 

characteristics which are both entertaining and allow parasocial 

* • 

interaction : Items such is "I watch the morning .programs because they 

\ . ' I 

are often entertaining" or "exciting" load with items such as "newscasters 

give a hujnan quality to the news" and "the hosts are liie people I know."' 

The\ten> concerning "interviews with public officials, movie stars/ and 

. • « • 

other celebrities," which, as stated earlier, may alsorefledt a need for 
parasocial interaction, Aalso loaded. on this, factor. 

In .this analysis, oply three items had loadings of .40 or better on 
'more than one factor. ^Exciting," "hosts like people I know", and "can 

tru^t information they give" loaded twice, but the primary loadings were 

' * .■ . ' * { 

along hypothesized dimensions. 

« * 
GS for Ttoday Viewers. The factor structure for gratifications sought 

by* Today viewers also indicates three separate dimensions of seeking ( 

behavior.. In general,, the same three "dimensions found for ABC yiewers 

weJe found for NBC viewers. As- a rule, the items that clx^ered on the 

dimensions for the ABC viewers also Clustered together for the JnIBC viewers. 

' ' \ ' ■ * ..." 

As with tKe ABC viewers, the first factor for the NBC viewers was a 

drama/interpersonal utility factor. Viewers reported viewing because the ' 

programs were "exciting," "dramatic/ 1 "to pass on information to -others,^ 

."to get things to talk about," ate. The "information on movies" item also 

' loaded on this factor, as it did on the ABC analysis. 

The secohd GS factor for Today viewers was very similar to the 
third factor for viewers cpf Good Morning America . Again, both entertainment 
and parasocial interaction' items* clustered together, although in this analysis 
the. parasocial interaction items showed higher loadings than the entertainment 



V * ■ 

items, the reverse of the Today findings. One interpersonal utility'* 

item ("gives me things to talk about") and one surveillance* item ("can 

trust information they give me") also had loadings 'greater, than.. 40 

on this factor, although the former item had its primary loading on 
> 

the drama/interpersonal utility factor. , 

The- third factor in this analysis was similar to the. second factor 

in the A&C analysis. Here again itemfc clustered +o form a political * 

» . ■ * • ■/ 

surveillance dimension, although one of" tho .six political surveillance - 

'.' * * 

items, "can trust information they give me," wandered onto the parasociai 
interaction/entertainftient factor ^ discussed previously). Thr§e of 
four hypothesized interpersonal utility items had loadings ranging from 
.39 to .45 'on this factor, strong Enough t£>. suggest a resemblance between 
this factor &nd the surveillance/interpersonal utility <?S factor reported 

* ' • .' . ,;■ . ■ <• < ' , 

"in the Palmgreen, .et al^, (19) study of television news. At least, to 
some extent viewers of the Today program connect seeking o€ in formation 
about the political environment with disseminating tltis information to 
others interpersonal ly, although clearly, as with A^b Viewers, interpersonal 
utility is vxm& strongly connected with drajnatic and exciting content. , 

GO foy Good Mofning America Viewers. The factor structure for 
gratifications obtained by viewers of Good Morning America' varies £yf 
somewhat from the shaking; behavior of these same individuals. The first 
factor is <dontLnated by Jhat we have termed -political surveillance items, 
but thesie itern^ cluster with the four interpersonal utility items. This 
indicates that .viewers connect finding of political information with 
passing this information on to others. In t£ie GS a**aiys\s, however, 
these ^emerged as two separate motivations for watching morning programs* 
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The second factor may be termed, cirama/intorpfersonal utility, and 

/ ■ . 

is therefore verisimilar to the GS factor identified earlier for these 



same viewer^. All three drama/entertainment items have their highest 
loadings on the factor, while three of the four * interpersonal ^utility 
0 % items also exhibit substantial loadings. The mbvie information item 

W f 

also loads here, as in the GS analysis. Thus in this area there is a 
close match between what viewers are peeking from the television 
experience and what they perceive they are finding. 

The third factor is clearly dominated by two items from the. 
hypothesized non-political surveillance dimension; "weather information,' 
and "interviews." The interpersonal utility item "hosts give a human 0 



qSality to -news" has a secondary loading on this factor, whil|B]the 
political surveillance item "can trust information they give me"- had 
its Highest loading here. The lattejr item, however, essentially loaded 

on all three 'factors in this 'particular enalysis. 

■ » 

GO for Today Viewers . The pattern of gratifications obtained for ^ 
Today show viewers is similar to the GO factor structure for Good Morning 
America viewers, although tl>e similarity adross viewer groups is not as * * 
striking 'as that observed for gratifications^ fought. » 

Here again items cluster to-foarm a -drama/interpersonal utility f actio r 

(Factor 0 I) , indicating-a close matcho between seeking and obtaining processes. 

The two major parasoddal interaction items* also load strongly on this item, 

however. As such, 'this factor may be viewed as a merger of the d^ama/ 

interpersonal utility and para social interaction/entertainment factors 

which e&erged in the 6S analysis ,for this viewer subgroup. It should be 

• • . : - - & 

noted that one paraSocial interaction, item ("hosts are like people I, know" ) ^ 
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also loaded on the comparable GO factor in the Good Morning America 
. analysis. Thus the .structural GO connection between dramatic-entertaining 
elements and parasocial interaction^elaments observed in the Palmgreen, 
et al., (19) television, news study 'emerges here in a somewhat altered' 
format. Also, particularly for Today viewers, the juxtaposition of these 
elements in the pattern i&f gratifications- "obtained corresponds to the 
peeking behavior for these gratifications. s 

The second factor/ is characterized by. all six of the political 
surveillance items and three of the" four interpersonal utility items, 
making it a close match to the political surveillance/interpersonal- 
utility faqtor discovered in. the GO analysis for ABC viewers. " Again, 
then, viewers connect, finding of political information with passing 
, it on though political discussion. It should be remembered that 
there was also evidence of this' connection for gratifications sought ... 
by Today viewers.' " ' 

The third factor consists of all three hypoth^fzed^nor^political 
surveillance items ("movies," "weather," and "interviews" ) , and'thus^ 
is similar' to the "third GO factor for ABC viewers. The factor also 
included two political surveillance items ("consumer affairs" and 
"issues affectin^people like me"). These items, however, also double 
load on the political surveillance interpersonal utility factor. . , / 




o DISCUSSION 
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The findings of this study are best discussed within the contest of 

- 

the Palmgreen et al. r (19) study of evening television news, since similar 

methodologies were employed to provide comparative data. Such conparison 

'reveals ;that the dimensional structures of both gratifications sought and 

obtained from morning news/entertainment programs are very different from * 
their evening television news counterparts^^his dissimilarity may be 

due to differences in audience members or differing content/structural 
characteristics, or both, - 

Gratifications Sought 

The Pa. 1 lagreen, et al. , study found three' major dimensions of gratifications 
sought from network- evening news: interpersonal utility/surveillance (political/) 

entertainment, and parasocial interaction. For viewers "of morning programs * 

^n this study the factors were drama/interpersonal ^ utility, political 

, surveillance, and entertainment/paraabcial interaction. . — ' ~ ~ 

} Drama/Interpersonal Utility, Poli&cal Survelliance . The drama/ 

interpersonal utility dimension indicates seeking 6f dramatic, exciting ; ' * 

content closely linked with perceived interpersonal utility of that 

content. The programs themselves; certoinly We stxi jtiired to ^provide — 

such content in -abundance. Language, paralariguage, and various audio- *.\ 

visual techniques of t!he television produbtion craft are manipulated 

. ■ j . " . -. • • 

to imbue a health segment on acne with the drama of a presidential debate. 
This is in contrast tc^ the evening news GS findings^, where interpersonal 
utility was linked wit4 political, surveillance information. This* distinction 
seems consistent with t^e .varying purposes, emphases, and content of the v 
two kinds of program. ' oin the other^hand, there yas some tendency ,.f or \. 
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interpersonal utility items to load with political surveillance items 

for Today show viewers rS This may indicate a greater news .orientation 

of those viewers compared to the audience of Good Morning America . , 

Even here, though, the factor structure indifiat^s^tnat the social 
value of information is most closely associatedr^with its dramatic 

\ • . , . : ' : 

characteristics, particularly for ABC viewers. ^Brogranj content (news, or - 

* ; 
+ ' i , ;' ■ 

otherwise) must be dramatic and 'exciting to be^of greatest interpersonal 

use to the morning^ audience. 

» 1 i 

Entertainment /Parasocial Interaction. Palmgreen, et.al.^(19) argued 

that various" structural features of television news — e-g.; use of videotape 
of people in the news, availability of Various audio-visual .nonverbal 

cues-resulted in the merger of entertainment-drama and parasocial interaction 

items on a single gratification obtained dimension. In other words, these ■ 

structural features have entertainment value, while simultaneously prothoting 

the ^ability of the viewer to interact with news personnae as if they are. , 

** ^/ 
"like people I know." At the same time, 'their finding of ' separate gratifi- * 

• ■. •» - ' - " ) .> '.» ' ■'■ ' 

caticfa sought dimensions of entertainment arid parasocial interaction J le<d " 

•* * . .■.'■* 

them to conclude that "the seeking of entertainment and parasocial interaction 

are governed by different socio-psycholiogical mechanisms" (19, p«- 187) , and t 

thajt these, mechanisms may override content-media attributes in \seeking behavior 

This apparently is. not the case for viewers of Today and Q6oa Morning 

• ' -.. *'* ' ' ■ / 

America, where entertainment and parasocial items emerged oh .the s^urie GS 

dimension.. This merger may be due to the much greater, entertainment emphasis 

of morning hews/entertainment programs compared to evening news- programs. 

The hostfe themselves reflect this lighter tone with banter similar to the . 

• " : - ■ •• ■ - ... « • • 

"happy talk" format of local news programs. At the same time, thik casual, , 



The dimensibnsWof gratifications obtained from evening television 




conversational approach renders' the morning hosts more "human," and thus 
easier to interact with partsocially- these characteriatics may attract 
the sort of viewer who seeks par asocial interaction with warm, outgoing 
television personalities in the context of entertainment and drama. 

Gra tifications Obtained , 

isWof 

news found by Palmgreen, et al. (19) were interpersonal* ufflity, surveillance, 
and entertainmsnt/parasocial interaction. In this study, although some, 
between- program differences existed, we foun£ that the gratifications 

viewers perceived they obtained from maraing programs could be* described 

* * - / ■"' ^ 

generally in terms 6 f three factors: dratra/ interpersonal- utility/parasocial 

later action, political surveillance/interpersonal utility, and non-political 

surveillance. The latter facte- insisted of items specifically related to 

morning programs, and' thulr cannot be discussed from a comparative perspective. 

Drama/ Interpersonal Utility/Farasocidl Interaction. We have already 

discussed the reasor\s why drama may be connected with interpersonal utility, 

and why drama (entertainment) may be linked with paras6cial interaction in 

morning programs. ? The emergence of these three kinds of gratification itens 

on a single dimension supports the thesis that a particular content type may 

serve multiple functions for audience 'members. While drama/interpersonal 

utility and "entertainment/ parasocial interaction may b§ sought separately 

by viewers of morning programs, the interaction of content and perceptual 

processes causes them to be obtained 'together / The association of entertainment 

and parasbclal interactioa on this dimension parallels the finding of the 

evening, news study. ' . . 
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Political Surveillance/Interpersonal Utility^ Palmgreen, et al. , 



s 



p t . 187) state that "the* finding of separate GO dimensions of 



surveillance and interpersonal utility indicates that viewers distinguish 

■ % . . > ■ ■ . • " * 

two types of TV news • information-<-one kind valuable for making decisions, ' 
and informed political participation; and another whose value is 'chiefly 
social." Social information, they say "may inyolve essentially non-issue- . 
related elements, such as infornation about accidents, natural diasters, 0 



popular nonboliticetL figures, the personal lives of politicians, and so on" 
(p. 187). \.Much of this social information is . dramatic and entertaining 
in nature, and may partially account for the GO connection between drama - 



ERIC 



and interpersonal utility found for morning programs. Political surveillance 

information also\has social value, however, for the viewers of norning 

/'programs. ' Because this kind of information fs basi<4rlly the same in both 9 
norning and evening news programs, the discrepancy in the GO .structure here 

- . " v* N • '• V . v, • . • 

may be d^te' to .differences between the audiences for the two types of 

* * ■ ' - ■ 

programs. The findings point to. a more socially oriented % audience for - 

- * •* ■■■*■■■ • •*.. - , . ; ' ' , "N. 

the morning news/entertainment programs, witi^ both political and/or 
dramatic information serving a need for social exchange. 

- *~ . . Conclusions C ' ■' • * 

* A comparison of the Palmgreen, et al.,(19) study of television news, 
witji this ;study reveals clear differences between evening news programs 
and morning news/entertainment programs regarding .the dimensions of 4 

- ?l : . * 'V " * ;" ' * X • - 

• gratifications sought. and obtained. This contrast may- be attributed to 
both program and audience' differences. What is also striking is the 
internal consistency of the findings of the two studies. .While Palmgreen, 
et al., report the GS factor structure for. only onegxbup (all viewers), 



they report five GO factor structures which are remarkably similar to one 
another Cwhile clearly differing from the GS pattern); In this study we * 

•found very similar GS factor structures for both viewers of Today < id / 

. " .■ ■ ^ ■ „ ■ 'j 

Good Morning America , a moderately good fit between the two G6 factor 
structures, and once again clear differences in the GS vs. GO comparisons. 



The internal consistency of the two studies is evidence for the 




in^GS vs. GO dimensions observed in both studies offers further supjSort 
for the sought vs. obtained conceptualization. The evidence to date 
indicates that gratifications sought and obtained are both conceptually 
and- empirically distinct, and that this distinction can advance our 
understanding of, mass conmiuAi&ation processes.- .. \ 



FOOTNOTES 
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1 , / " ? . " 

icem from the Palmgreen, et study , . "I watch 'so \ von't be 
surprised by higher prices and things like that," was omitted because 
of its failure in that study to load, in any consistent pattern on the s 
factors identified. ^« w - 

2 * ' . . . : . ' . * - 

Of the 374 respondents, fewer than 4% could not give gratifications 
obtained responses for both programs. 

3 . - . ' 
In a separate reliability study involving 15 of the items used here 
[reported in Palmgreen, Wenner, and Bayburn (17)], the average test- 
retest correlation for the GO items was .71. The mean for the GS items 
was .65. ' . v . . . * - • 

4. ' " . - " ■ \, 

A principal components factoring method with it^ktipn and coranunility 
/estimates uj^ed in the diagonal of the correlation' matrix was used with 
varimax rotation 1. A minimum eigenvalue of 1.0 was the criterion for 
'factoring. This yieldedr a three-factor solution in one. case and a > 
fo^r-^actor solution in the other three casef. In each of the three / ( 
cases, ' there -Was only one item that had itd highest loading^, on the 
fourth factor . (which only accounted for slightly mdre than. 1% of totals 
variance). Because of . the do.ubt about the. meaning of these fourth factors 
a three factor solution was substituted. t ^ * ^ 



Preferences . • ■ 

(1) .Becker, L.B. "Measurement of Gratifications." Communication Research 

6 (1), Winter 1979, pp. 54-73. 

- •' . * V \ r* 

(2) Blumler> J.G. and D. McQuail ^Television in Politics Chicago: Univ. of o 
*' t - Chicago Press, 1969. . 

13) , J^R. Brown, and D. -McQuail; "The social origins of the gratifications 

associated with 'television viewing." Report to the British Social 
Science Research Council (mimeo) , 1970^ «r . 

*(4)^ Carey, J.W.' and A.L. Kreiling. "Popular culture and uses and gratifi^ti^isT 
notes toward an accommodation," in J.G. Blumler'and E. -Katz (eds •) The 
Uses of Mass Communications; Current Perpspectives^ff Gratifications . 
J % Research. Beve^Ly Hills, CA? Sage, 19?.4w 

(5).* Elliott, P. "Uses and gratifications research: a critique and a sociological 
v alternative," in J.G. Blumler^and E, Katz {eds.} The Uses of Mass 
Communications; . Current Iferspectiv es on Gratifications Research. 
Beverly Hills, CA: Sa£e, 1974, 



X 



(6) Greenberg, B.So "Gratifications of television viewing and their correla 
y for British .children," in J.G. Blumler and E. Katz (eds.) The Uses of 

' Aass Communications ; Current Perspectives on Gratifications Research . ' 
'Beverly Hills,: CIA; Sage, 1974. 
■ ' t 9 x ■ • ' v,< 

(7) Kaliz,. E. w and D. Fouik£s ft "0n thS use of mass media for 'escape J: clarifi- 

* cation - of £ concept" Public Opinion Quarterly 26 (3) , Fall 1962 ^ 
pp. # 377-88. - \ " ' . \v' , * ^ 

;(p.) J.G. Blymler and M. Gurevittffl* "Utilization of mass communication , 

V . by the individual , " in J.G. Blumler /and .E. Katz (eds.) The Uses of . ; 

Efass Communications: . Current Perspectives on Gratifications' Ifeseay'ch . 
„ J ' . Beverly Hills, CA:, Sage, 1974. • 

.. ' 1 ■ ... C . ' 

(9) J , M. Gurevitch, and H. Haas "On the' use of mass nfedla^for important 

things." . American. Sociological Review 38. (2) , April 1973, pp. 164-81. 

* . *• . *.«^» • >i 

(10) "Lasswell, Re ,"The structure , and. function of commvinications in society, " 

. in L. Bry§on/ (£<*#)>. The Communication of Ideas . New York: Harper, ,194R.^ 

*(li) Levy,. Mark / ''The audience experience with television news." Journalism 
Monographs No. 5.5 > 1978. • <> K 

. V ' . \ - . -o ■ ■ 

(12) . Lometti, G.E. , B* Reeves, and C.R. Bybee. ,? Investigating the assumptions 

bf uses and gratifications" research." Communication Research 4 (4) 
Fall. 1977, pp. 321-38. 

(13) McLebd, J.M. , C.R. Bybee, and J .A. Durall. "Gratifications sought and .. 

received as . criteria .^for^ma^s media , evaluation.." Paper presented to 
the International Communication Association,' Acapulco, Mexico, 1980; 



\ 



v 
\ 

\ 



\ ■ ' 5 



14 ) ■ -' / C.R. F>y$ee, J.A. \Durall, and D.A. Siemke, - ,, ahe„1976 presidential debates 
\ as forms of political communication, " Paper presented to fhe Association 
; , fqr JEducation in Journaaigpi, Madison, ^Wisconsin,- J.9 77. *♦ • 

. , and L.B.\Becker. /'Testing the validity pf gratifications' measures through 

political effeits analysis," in J.G. Blumler aad E. Katz (eds.) 

T he 7 Uses of M33S Coinmunicati6nja: Current Perspectives on Gratifications . , 

R esearch ; Beverly Hills, GA; Isaae, 1974. ~Z \ r 

16) Nordenstreng, K. "Comments- on ^gratifications research* in broadcasting." f 

7?ublic Opinion Quarterly 3^ (1$ , Spring 1970, pp. 130-2. 

17) Pa]jngr6en f p. and J. D. Ray burn, II. • "Uses and gratifications and exposure 

to public television: a discrepancy approach." Communication Research ' A 
6 (2), April 1979, pp. 155^79. m 



; ' ■ L * Wenner, and J.D. Rayburn, II. "Gratification discrepancies and news 
program choice Communication Research 8 (2) , April 1981% , In press . 

I9 )'v : 9 L. Wenrier, and J.D. Rayburn , II." . "Relations betweert gratifications 
fc - sought and obtained: a stgzdy of television news." Communication 



V 



\ Research 7 (2), April 1980, pp. J.61-92*. 

> , • , : ' , - ' ' \ " - ... • * ' / /■ " ' 1 

Rosfengr^n, K.E.. and S. Windahl. • "Mass media consumption as a functional 
alternative," in, D,, McQuail (ed.) Sociology of Mass Communications . 
.' Harmon dsworth: Penguin, *1972. ; - u • . - .• * ■* ■ 



21') Stephenson, W. ; The Play OhedVy of Mas^ ^Communication v Chicago: Univ. of 

Chicago/ Press, 19.67. - ^ / v . 

. - . • = - ° * * 

12) Swanson, D.L, r \ t "The uses and misuses k>f uses ard gratifications 1 ; "* v ..- - 

Human Communication Research -3 (3) , Spring 1977, pp. 214-211; . 

\3Y /Weiss, W. . .Review a£z The Uses of Mass Cpmmunications J. Blumler apd 

E« Katz r (eds,j Public Opinion Quarterly 40 .(U , Spring 1976, pp. 132-3, 

14) # Wright, C. • "Functional analysis and mass, communication. * Public Opinion 
Quarterly 24 (4) Winter? I960, pp. 605-20 . \ ' w . . 



TABLE 1 



Gratifications Sought Items Listed by Hypothesized Dimensions 



Political Surveillance " « f 

? .... * * ' 

1. I watch the ioming programs to" Seep up with current issues ana events. • '. 

3. I watch to get information on consumer affairs. v 
.4. I watch to help me make up my mind about important issues'. ' 
3. I watch because I get information I can. trust. \ 
. 6. I wal^rto- find out about issues |ffecting people like myself. ' 
Non-Political Surveillance , , 

1. I watch ^o get information about current movies. ' • 

2. I watch to get weather information . ... 

^er'ce^Se? ** i " terViOWS PObli ° ° ffi = irtS - S 

Entertainment/Drama •"*''• 

1. ; • ; I watch the -morning programs because &ey are often entertaining. " ' ' ' 

2. * i watch the morning programs because -they are- often drastic,. ' V °. ; •' .' ' 
.3, • . I watch the morning^rograms because they are^of ten exciting/ . ' *' ' 
Interpersonal Utility 

JK I Watch to give me information & support ^ own Viewpoints to o^ther peop^. . " e 
'2. I watch so that I can-pass the information on to other "people. 

3. I watch to compare my own ideas to what the^ hosts and- others on the prbgram ^ 
4.. I watch to give mja interesting, things to talk about. 1 W - 



'arasocial Interaction ■ • /• ' ' > . .. * • w 

auSS ^>r e " «d other personalities oh the show give a.hukan ' ? 

.quality, to the new? and events of the day. . . ■ ■', ' . 

• 1 watch because the hdsts are like' people- 1 know. ' " . * ; : * 1 



•• •• '• ■ • . '; :. ■> ■; 22- 

FRIT: ; : ,X-< . , ;* 
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TABLE 2 



Factor Matrices' for Gratifications Sought from ABCfe- 
Good Morning America and NBC's Today- Show 



eep up with current issues & events 

f 

ind but about government officials 
' N hformation on consumer affairs * 
axe up mind about important issues 
ui . trust information they give' 
lad issues affecting people like me 
iforination about moyi^s » 
• rather information ■ . / 

^ t Ike to see interviews * . 

cbgrams are of ten* entertaining 
cograms are often dramatic 
. rograms aite. often excising % • - # 

apport viewpoints to others 

. ... • ■ ..• 

ass information to other people 

7 ' . 

; ompare own ideas to hosts 1 
Lves- me things to talk about 
j>sts- gi\«s human quality to news 
osts* are like people I know 



•Primary loading 
Major secondary loading 



GS-ABC 
II * III* 
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GS-NBC- 
II III 



12 


51_ 


06 


' -03 


04 




14 


63 


-03 


■ \ , 27 


26 


49 


27 


45 


21 


17 


21 


45 


33- 


46 




" ■ 30 


15 




40* 


41' 


. 35 


34 

\ 


47 


29 


24 


56 


31" 


■'■ ^ 


33 * 


*; 55_ 


54 


02 


32 




15 


'• *' 
04 


18 


* 46 


17 


\ 

i°i 


,!37 


32 


10 


26 ' 


58_ 


15 


■ 57 


' 29 


25 


01 


■■ 60_ 


32 


47 


05 


79 


10 


. 09' ' 


'60 


33 


07 


61* 


-03 


64 .. 


■70 


'42* 


07 


39 


33 


14 


59. 


"02 


43* 


54 


28 


2-3 


63_ 


.13 


39, 


48 


24 




37 


.' 35 ' - 


45' 


48_ 


25 


36 ' 


59 




34 


16 


"-37 


54/ 


25 


60 


16 


41* 


18 


47? • 


. 35 


56 


^22 



60 16 ^ 



n 



184 

0 



TABLE 3 



% Factor Matrices for Gratifications Obtained from NBC 
f v Good Morning America and NBCfe Today Show 



Keep up witl> current isdiies & events 
Find out about government officials, 
Information on consumer affairs * 
MaJce up mind about important issues 
Can trust information they give 
Find issues affecting people like me . 
Information about movies . 
% Weather information 
Like to see interviews * 
Programs are often entertaining 
Programs are often dramatic 
Programs are often exciting « 
Support viewpoints to others- 
Pass* information to other people 
b^mpare qw$. ideas to hosts! 
Gives me things to talk about 
Hosts give human* quality td news . 
Ht>sts are like people I know, 
-—Primary loading < . n _ ^ A ^ m . 

* Ma jor secondary loading { . f ; 



* 


M 

GO-ABi 


5 




GO-NBC 


.1 


II 


III 


- I 


II 


III 


69 


06 ' 


25 


-07 


57 


09 
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. \ • ■ 








15 


19 


22% 


50.' 


23 












63 


-23 


26 . 


i 24 


48*. 


50 


> 










56 


38 


15 


21 




20 


39 


37 . 


43 


43* 


go 
















66_ 


30 


37 


^ ' 24 


• H 


44* 

* • » 


• 19 


52 


23 


VL5 


12 


45 


.29 


25 


•65_ 


21 


14 


41 














31 


* 26 


67 


26 


15 


•'73 




56. . 


38 


64_ 


■16' 








09 








;* 14 


§4 


69 


• 23 


22 


14 


« 72. 


26 


- 72 


28 


23 ' 


50* 


57, 


07 


. 48*. 


'55, " 


20 
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- 52. : 


20 


41* 
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17 


,64, 


30 


19 
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4 31 . 


38 
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58 


32 
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34 
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